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FOREWORD 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STarTsEs, 
Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1959. 
Hon. Cari VINson, 
Chairman, Armed Services Committee, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear Mr. Cuatrman: I have the honor to hand you herewith 
my report from my conference and investigation at the level of the 
Air Force Academy Construction Agency at Colorado Springs, Colo., 
relating to the report of the Comptroller General of the United States 
as to construct on costs at said Agency April 1959. 

I appreciate your having asked me to do this work for you. I 
continue ready and available for further time in this matter, if you 
desire, either in oral report to you or otherwise. 


Respectfully yours, 
M.C, 
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‘REPORT OF REPRESENTATIVE CLYDE DOYLE, CALIFORNIA 
(MEMBER ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE), TO HON. CARL 
VINSON, CHAIRMAN, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ARMED 
SERVICES COMMITTEE, RE THE REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 
OF THE UNITED STATES BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, APRIL 1959, ENTITLED “EXAMINA- 
TION OF THE PROGRAMS FOR CONSTRUCTING AND EQUIP- 
PING THE AIR FORCES ACADEMY, COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO.” 


Wasuineton, D.C., May 18, 1959. 


Mr. CuHatrMAN: Several weeks ago you honored me by appointin 
me to act in peer place and stead as a member of the 1959 Roeed Oo 
Visitors to the U.S. Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs, Colo. 
This Board met at the Academy in daily session beginning Monday 
May 11, 1959, at 9:15 a.m., and concluded its daily sessions Wednes- 
day, May 13, at about noon. You will later receive an official copy 
of the Board’s report, which report is now in course of final drafting. 
I attended every session of the Board and participated fully in all its 
activities and responsibilities. 

The day before I left by military piane with other Board of Visitors 
members, you instructed me to bring you a report, from the Acad- 
emy level, of subject matter covered in the report by the Comptroller 
General and called my attention to your letter dated May 6, 1959, 
to Hon. James H. Douglas, Secretary of the Air Force, Washington, 
D.C., relating to said report dated April 29, 1959. 


PRELIMINARY COMMENTS 


My duties on the Board of Visitors for 24 days made impossible my 
interviewing officials of the Air Force Academy Construction Agency, 
located at; Colorado Springs (not at the Academy). I did, however, 
confer with the Academy Superintendent (briefly) for he was to have 
the Italian Secretary of Air as his guest the next day, followed by the 
President of the United States. So, it was necessary I stay over a 
day before I could have the benefit of interviewing the five top mem- 
bers of the Air Force Academy Construction Agency, at the Colorado 
Springs office where their books and records were officially located. 

e began work at 9 a.m. and concluded late afternoon, with 15 
minutes for “‘a sandwich.” The Superintendent, entertain- 
ing the Italian Secretary of Air, sent us his regrets at not also being 
present. The Chicago firm of architects and engineers were not 
represented at the conference, nor was the Secretary of the Air Force; 
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2 CONSTRUCTION AT AIR FORCE ACADEMY 


Those present throughout the day’s session, besides myself, were 
the following: 
Officéal capacity 
James A. Barnett, Col...........---- Deputy Director of Civil Engineering 
for the Air Force Academy Construc- 
tion Agency; Directorate of Civil 
Engineering; Deputy Chief Staff Op- 


ns ‘ erations, Headquarters, USAF. 
Li @rossey, Director of Installation, USAF Academy, 
Deputy Chief of Staff, Materiel, Head- 


quarters, USAF Academy (responsible 
to Superintendent of Academy for 


equipping). 
Daniel H. Bull, Lt. Col_.__.2-_------- Deputy Chief of Staff, Comptroller, 
' Headquarters, USAF Academy. 
George J. Anzelon, Lt. Col__....__.._... Executive, Air Foree A»demy Con- 


struction Agency. 


Several times, Colonel Barnett brought into conference with him 
the auditor of the AF Construction Agency; also original books of 
accounts and final records were several times produced. I must say 
that all the persons in conferénce with me all day appeared to me to 
be cordially cooperative and desirous of aiding me to obtain the facts 
as to the figures involved, together with accurate information as to 
the procedures and processes used and applied during the period of 
Academy construction to date; also, looking ahead a bit, chiefly as to 
what officials would likely be looked to to determine what should be 
constructed and when it should be constructed and where on the 
academy site. 


BRIEF BACKGROUND OF ACADEMY CONSTRUCTION 


The following facts and information are based upon statements made 
and information given me during the day when all the persons named 
by me hertofore were present: 

1. There is no relationship between the Air Force Construction 
Agency and the Air Force Academy, excepting one of coordination 
during the construction period. 

Attached hereto and made a part hereof as exhibit I is a copy of a 
statement given me, in writing, by Col. James A. Barnett (in compli- 
ance with my request for such an explanatory statement): 


Exuisir I 


Cotorapo Sprinas, May 15, 1959. 
To Congressman CLypE Doy_e. 


SOME NOTES ON AF ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE 
AF ACADEMY 


1. Following the enactment of Public Law 325-83 on April 1, 1954, the Air 
Force took the following organizational steps: 

(a) Established the Air Foree Academy Construction Agency to exercise field 
supervision of the project as a part of Headquarters, USAF. The Director of 
the Agency was responsible, organizationally, to the (then) Assistant Chief of 
Staff for Installations, Headquarters, USAF. (now the Director) of Civil Engi- 


neering, DCS/O, Headquarters, USAF). However, until recently, the Agency 
received the greater part of instructions direetly from the Secretary of Air Force 
or the Special Assistant for Installations in the Office of the Secretary. More 
recently, the Secretary’s instructions come to the Agency through the Chief of 
Staff and the Director of Civil Engineering, DCS/O. 
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(b) The A-E firm of SOM was selected by the Secretary of Air Force to perform 
the planning and design. 

(c) Five leading architects were employed by the Secretary as his personal 
consultants on the planning and design of the Academy. 

2. The master plan, architectural style, and architectural concepts of buildings 
and materials were developed by the A—E firm (SOM) and presented by them to 
the Secretary and his consultants for review and approval. Later, an Air Force 
Academy Panel was established consisting of the Special Assistant for Installations, 
Headquarters, USAF, and some of the senior AF staff members. This panel 
also reviewed and approved the A-—E firm’s presentations of design concepts, 
scopes, and programs. At many of these meetings the Director of the Construc- 
tion Agency was present. 

3. The decisions arrived at in the above presentations became directive upon 
the Construction Agency and became the basis for the Construction Ageney to 
issue a directive to the A—E firm to proceed with development of detailed plans 
and specifications and cost estimates. The Construction Agency assured that the 
designs developed were in accordance with the decisions reached by the decision- 
making process described above; although the A—-E firm consulted directly with 
the Office of the Secretary on some matters when they so desired. The Con- 
struction Agency also insured that the A—E firm’s work was functionally accept- 
able to the Superintendent of the Air Force Academy, as the using agency. 

4. When A-E designs were completed, they were turned over to the Con- 
struction Agency for advertising for bids. After contracts were awarded, the 
Construction Agency was responsible for supervision of construction. Title II 
inspection services were also provided by the A—E firm (SOM). 

5. In the initial years of program development, facilities programs were de- 
veloped by USAF (Office, Secretary of the Air Force), the A—E, and the Air 
Staff in consultation with General Harmon. As the Academy became estab- 
lished and began to function as an Air Force Command, they were increasingly 
consulted, and they coordinated on programing matters. By the fiscal year 1958 
MCP the Superintendent of the Air Force Academy was responsible for initial 
development of programs—what was needed and when. The Construction 
Agency furnished cost and engineering information to the Superintendent, AFA, 
but the Superintendent, AFA, now presents and defends his programs before the 
Air Staff and the various review echelons involved in budget formulation. 


FORMAL ORGANIZATION 


‘SEC AF 


‘Spl. Asst. for Instls,. 


HQ USAF 
Chief, of Staff 


+ 


Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations 


AF ACADEMY 
CONSTRUCTION AGENCY 


| (Colorado Springs) 
[ SUPT. AF ACADEMY | | OTHER HAJOR AIR COMMANDS 


Director of Civil Engineering 
> 


SUCH AS SAC, TAC, AUC, ETC. 


2. Technically, the Construction Agency is higher in the organiza- 
tion setup than is the Academy. For, the Construction Agency is 
part of the AF Headquarters organization. 
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CONSTRUCTION AT AIR FORCE ACADEMY 


3. The Construction Agency was directly in control of the Secretary 
of Air. The Agency had no authority but accepted the decision of the 
Secretary of Air, who had five expert consultants. The Director of 
Construction was the head of the Construction Agency and his 
directives came directly from the Office of the Secretary of Air. 

The Secretary of Air hired an architect and five consultants. The 
reported directly to the Secretary on broad concepts of all plans whic 
were submitted, such as— 

1. What the building looked like; 
2. Type of architecture; 
3. General appearance, etc. 

The Secretary and five consultants decided scope and concept and 
what should be built. 

4. The first Academy Superintendent, General Harmon, deceased, 
participated with the Secretary of Air in conferences on planning. 
Also Harmon’s staff at the Academy was also consulted. 

5. General Harmon retired July 31, 1956. Maj. Gen. James E. 
Briggs suéceeded General Harmon, July 1956. (See par. 5, exhibit I, 

‘and chart of formal organization as to developing responsibility of 
Superintendent.) 

6. Air Force Construction Agency was established in 1954, under 
Director of Installations, Deputy Chief of Staff Operagions, USAF, 
to direct the planning and construction. The Secretary exercised his 
responsibility, primarily through the Special Assistant for Installations. 

7. Office of Construction Agency was first established in Colorado 
Springs in August 1954; beginning July 1958 a staff of 154 persons was 

-on the job; including 130 civilians. 

" §. The Chicago architects, Skidmore & Associates, were responsible 
for design, under the supervision of the Secretary of Air. 

9. The first master plan for the Academy was approved February 
1955. 

10. No construction facilities, not in the original master plan, have 
since been added. There is now a maser planning board made up of 
the Superintendent of the Academy and staff, Director of Construction 

ency. This master planning board met 2 weeks ago; nothing was 
added to the original master plan adopted in February 1955. 

There are items on the master plan for which funds have not and 
may not ever be asked. 

11. All construction facility contracts have been obtained by com- 
petitive bidding. 

12. The chapel contract will be open for bid July 1959. We will 
receive the revised plan about May 16. I understand the architects 
charge nothing for the revised cost of design and that the estimate of 
cost is close to $3 million. 

13. We are 94.4 complete with all construction authorized by Con- 
gress. The contracts for pure construction total $118.5 million. 

There are obligated contracts of about $131 million. All are 
due and payable within 12 months from the date. These con- 
tracts are now being processed. 

14. There are not now any advertisements or negotiations for 
contracts or facilities being advertised or planned for, excepting the 
Chapel, that I know of. 

15. The Construction Agency staff, on May 14, 1954, was 114 
persons. It will be down to 85 persons on July 1, 1959. There are now, 
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May 14, 1959, 92 civilians and 17 military on the job. It was at full 
strength by August 1955. 

We need a continuance of staff, progressively decreasing, 
because the Chicago firm of architects and engineers will sohinalty 
be phased out. Their designing and engineering, including review 
of contractural submittals will phase out. This Construction 
Agency, beginning July 1, 1959, will largely perform these services. 

e may have to have consultant services—on a lump-sum 
contract—for specific services for a while. 

The Chicago firm has completed design of all construction 
facilities originally contemplated in 1954. 

16. In 1954, the Secretary had. been furnished a list of items which 
had been generally agreed were necessary items. 

his was in essence what is now known as form 800. It was 
a listing of all facilities had or wanted. In 1954 was the first time 
this list was completed. 

It was the basis of the master plan. 

It was the basis of the estimate of $126 million cost. 

17. In July 1957, the Academy took over its own program of what 
was necessary and when. They then got their estimate of costs from 
our Construction Agency. Since the Superintendent of the Academy 
has the same force as a base commander, this is the normal procedure 
in Air Force. 

The Construction Agency would make plans and specifications 
since July 1957, at request of Academy Superintendent, and the 
Superintendent would then submit them to the Secretary of Air. 
This is the procedure followed since July 1957. 

18. The five consultants still function for the Secretary of Air, but 
less and less. 

Following are the explanations and statements made to me in the 
conference with the Construction Agency as to the specific points made 
by the Comptroller General report—point by point, page by page— 
in the report as far as they made any statements to me: 


Comptroller’s report, pages 18-19 


The sum of $24,734,000 (p. 19 of report) is the ultimate for the air 
strip, as based upon the terrain at this time. The runway would be 
12,500 feet. long, including 1,000-foot overruns at each end, and in- 
cludes all support facilities such as apron, warm-up pads, taxiways, 
hangars, runways, shops, base operations complex, cadet and training 
complex, refueling vehicle, maintenance shops, pol bulk storage, air- 
field roads, utilities, navigation aids. 


Comptroller’s report, page 19 
As to the sum of $29,779,000, on page 19: 

1. This includes chapel, estimated now at about $3 million. 

2. It included the guesthouse, which was estimated in 1957. 
(See House Appropriations Committee hearings July 1, 1957, at 
p. 519 for list of items eliminated, etc.) 

3. This hospital is now being constructed. ‘ 

4. The football stadium is not expected from appropriated 
funds. The Air Force Academy Foundation, Inc., a volunteer 
group of citizens, is definitely planning a campaign, nationwide, 
to raise necessary funds for such stadium to be located on 
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Academy site and under Academy control. In the report this 
was listed at cost of $2,300,000. 

5. No hotel is planned. It was listed in report at $5,225,000. 
It was eliminated in form 800; never contemplated by appro- 
priated funds. 

6. Furnishings and equipment, estimated for Academy at 
$5,133,535. The Agency does not know where the figure in the 
report came from because the Agency thinks this estimate is over- 
stated by at least 50 percent, according to our estimates. 

7. As to report, pages 18-19, as to elementary and ae school 
at $1,679,579, the Academy has leased the necessary building site 
to the public-school district to build the school buildings upon. 
The school district builds the buildings. The Academy has not 
and will not ask money. This sum is another erroneous inclusion. 
P 8. The band house will not be asked for for a long time in the 

uture. 

9. The educational wing is included in the Chapel Building and 
is not @ separate cost. 


Comptroller’s report, pages 19-20 


As to procurement of uninstalled equipment and furnishings, etc., 
$39,506,934: We cannot account for this figure. The maximum figure, 
including cost of heavy equipment, which we now have, or contem- 
plate, is $30 million. This includes one-half million of nonappropri- 
ated funds and includes professional services for design, inspection, 
and installation of equipment. We contend this $39,506,934 is not a 
proper construction cost. (See House Appropriations Committee 
hearings, July 1, 1957, at p. 518, and pp. 464 and 465.) This report 
contains the list of all items in the master plan, when estimate was all 
within the $126 million. (See p. 34 of report. This $39,506,934 is 
6g in the figure there of $72 million of anticipated additional 
costs. 

(This hearing on July 1, 1957, was over 1 year before GAO visited 
the Colorado Springs office of the Construction Agency, etc.) 


Second item on page 19 


As to APAE management and engineering costs of $4,580,395: This 
sum is normal and usual procedure in Air Force for this type of opera- 
tion. 

We turned back about $50,000 which was appropriated for the in- 
terim site and was not used by us. It was returned to the Air Force. 


Continuation, pages 19-20 


As to whether an item is a fixture or not, or is construction and 
should be charged to construction, we state that throughout our 
operation we have followed the established, normal Air Force ap- 
propriation structure. 

For example: The trisonic wind tunnel is removable from the 
building which houses it without damaging the building at all. 
The wind tunnel is in sections; we can take it apart and take it 
out of the building entirely and place another in the building. It 
is a training aid. 

The planetarium projector is considered by us as a training aid, 
the same as the removable sectional wind tunnel. 
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Comptroller’s report, pages 27-28 


As to sum of $2,541,798 alleged improper charges: Part of this 
charge is the planetarium projector, $212,395, and trisonic wind 
tunnel, $293,393. These were not part of the construction appropria- 
tion. They fall under established and normal Air Force mua as to 
such items and also follow established policy of the Construction 
Agency. (It also follows the Army policy.) 

We were told upon questioning the Air Force Office, Washington, 
that we were to follow the established Air Force policy re AF budget 
policy. This is exactly what we did and believe it was not improper 
allocation of funds by us. 

Specifically as to the $221,410 on page 28, second from top, some 
of the buildings were of no use; some were kept for later use, when 
it proved economical to do so. 

As to the $293,393 sum, this was the sectional wind tunnel we have 
already discussed. We believe it was not part of construction cost. 
Comptroller's report, pages 31-32 ‘ 

As to balance of balance required being $29,754,000, see the House 
Appropriations Committee hearings of July 1, 1957. The table of 
items therein on pages 518-519 show all foreseeable items and esti- 
mated costs as of that date. This item of $29,754,000 is a rehash of 
previous explanation we have made. 

Also see letter to Congressman Sheppard from Secretary Douglas. 
It applies to the whole report of the GAO. Date of letter July 
19, 1958. 


Comptroller's report, page 33 

As to design costs of $43,606: We were not limited to line items 
cost. The fact that design costs were incurred is only good engineer- 
ing practice and custom; it is established and normal procedure. This 
very method was directed by Congress before any request is made for 
an appropriation. We have previously discussed these items. 
Comptroller’s report, page 34 

As to total anticipated cost of $269 million: At least a total of 
$39,506,934 is not a proper construction cost; it has been previously 


explained. It is a difference of opinion as to what is or is not a proper 
construction cost. 


Comptroller’s report, page 19 


As to Lowry Air Force Base, $276,721: We believe that Lowry 
would normally have expended this sum whether we had used that 
base or not. 

As to the sum of $1,181,156, general construction of Academy site: 
This sum is included in the sum of $129,065,563 at top of page for 
general construction of the permanent Academy site. It is, therefore, 
a double entry. It is true it was for extension of utilities to the 
borders, or exterior boundaries of the Capehart housing. But, in a 
letter to Congressman Harry Sheppard of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, dated July 19, 1957, page 3, Secretary Douglas advised 
Mr. Sheppard the Capehart housing would need off-site utilities of 
about $1 million. 
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Comptroller’s report, page 46 
As to cemetery on site: We do not know how Mr. Campbell get 
$134,053. Our expense shows $27,002.20, installing nonpotable 
water system at cost of $63,690; landscaping at cost of $15,019.08, 

‘or a total of $105,712.17. 

The main supply line also supplies irrigation for the roadside slopes 
in the adjacent vicinity. : 

We were told by the Office of Secretary of Air to build this. The 
first Superintendent of the Academy is buried there as was his ex- 
pressed wish, we were informed. 

Comptroller’s report, page 46 (see p. 19) 

Re airfield at top of page 46: This figure is $1,981,648. This figure 
also includes the sum of $24,734,000 shown on page 19 of report under 
“Additional anticipated requirements.”’ 

We have heretofore explained what the $24,734,000 included. See 
page 5, this report. 

It was believed the intent of Congress to later provide for airfield 
funds at the Academy site and that was sound long-range planning 
to make this highway relocation and creek diversion at this time. 

As to golf course: We considered the golf course installation as part 
of the total landscape cost of the Academy site. This cost and plan 
was agreed to by overt Quarles with the Air Force Academy 
Foundation, Inc. This foundation furnished the construction of the 
golf course itself but the Secretary agreed to install these items incident 
to the use and maintenance of the course. The golf course itself was 
constructed, we believe, with nonappropriated funds. 

It saved considerable money to install at that time as part of the 
permanent equipment necessary to maintain the donated greens. 
(See Hearings on Military Construction Appropriation Bill for 1958 
before the Mahon committee at p. 142.) 

Colonel Noonan testified as to the figures of increased cost at 
Academy for construction for the period between 1949 and coming up 
to April 1957. We show the Air Academy from 1953 up to April 1957, 
an increased cost of 23.6 percent. 

Comptroller’s report, page 47 

As to Academy bank, hobby shop, community library: The Secre- 
tary’s Office has more information on this situation than we here do. 
But we understand that the Secretary’s five consultants recommended 
ps all these facilities under the one roof instead of in separate 

uildings as had been originally planned. This was done. See 
letter of Secretary Douglas to Congressman Harry Sheppard, before 
referred to, as covering the matter. 
Comptroller’s report, page 48 

As to item $1,375,000: This sum of $1,375,000 is all that will be 
spent on housing. 

The rectories have already been built. The commandant’s house 
will be built later. The dean’s home will be built later. The Pine 
Valley Club has been coverted to home for the Superintendent; also 
four other families live in that facility. 

As to pm a housing, under Public Law 814 (re $1,181,156): 
Title 8 of the National Housing Act authorizes carrying utilities to 
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the mortgaged area boundary. Thisisall wedid. It cost $1,181,156. 
(This is the sixth item listed on p. 19 of the Comptroller’s report.) 

We believe this Capehart should not be charged to the Air Force 
Academy costs. We believe it is not reasonable so to do. (See p. 46 
of report, the sum of $1,981,648.) 
Comptroller’s report, page 54 

Average cost per acre, Pinehard: This sum of $9,478 per acre is 
where the Pine Valley Club and several other improvements were 
located; to-wit, two-story main dwelling with over 9,000 square feet 
in it; three smaller residences; one kitchen building; one storehouse; 
two garages; two barns; pitch and put golf course; bathhouse and 
swimming pool; powerhouse; water system; sewage system; irrigation; 
very extensive landscaping. 


Comptroller’s report, pages 65-66 

Architect-engineer contract: The sum of $5,089,038 for design 
services was actually reduced to $4,849,000. But, we were unable to 
reach any flat piece contract with the Chicago architect-engineer firm, 
for the inspection, so we had to enter an open-end contract which 
resulted in total inspection hours required from $2,445,487 to 
$3,601,000. 


The original contract included 9,285 man-weeks, but we found © 


14,436 man-weeks necessary. There were six supplemental agree- 
ments as construction proceeded. 

The site surveys were necessary to ascertain that we were not 

aying for something we were not receiving—checking road contracts; 
building contracts; dca tat surveys; location points for structures. 
Seventeen thousand, eight hundred acres are involved in the site of 
the Academy. 

The item of $99,000 on page 66 of the report is tied up with the fund 
the Secretary made available for that purpose. (See item No. 6 in 
list on p. 66.) 

The $10,000 for ‘“Mock ups’”’ on page 66 was for Office of Secretary 
to inform Congress of how facilities would appear. 

The $7,400 was for exploratory work for water wells and their 
design. 

The Chicago firm is almost finished on its contract and the Con- 
struction Agency will shortly do that work which must yet be per- 
formed. 

But the Chicago firm will still have five men on job on June 5. 


Comptroller’s report, page 67 

As to “Extras,” totaling $786,747: The $91,883 is approved. The 
$31,365 is in process of being approved. 

As to the items “Pending,” on page 67: The item of $235,711 is 
excessive; it will be allowed for about one-half. 

The item of $285,861 is excessive by 75 percent. 

The item of $109,463 is not allowable. 

The item of $32,464 is not allowable. 

As to the item of $215,121 for the chapel, increased scope, we feel 
the Chicago architectural firm is NOT entitled to it nor any part of 
it. We will oppose it. They will put in a claim for it. : 

The Construction Agency has had disagreement on occasions with 
the Chicago firm. They have claimed moneys for designing; they have 


| 

| 

& 

| 

4 

a 


10 CONSTRUCTION AT AIR FORCE ACADEMY 


overdesigning. We have refused to allow same. There has been 
inefficiency on part of the Chicago firm in designing and disregard of 
Air Force directions for designing services. 

We have followed the established Air Force policy in this matter. 
Comptroller’s report, page 68 

As to other costs of design and inspection services, total $972,565: 
We have our own (1) Engineering Division, (2) Construction Division. 
We have followed the established Air Force policy in this matter. 


As to the salary costs incurred by AFACA totaling $844,750, we have 
followed the established Air Force policy in this matter. 
Comptroller’s report, page 69 

As to alleged net loss to Chicago firm—‘SOM”’—of $1,020,100 for all 
Academy contracts, we believe, if they had any loss, it was due to their 
own inefficiency or disregard of Air Force directives or instructions for 
designing services. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Doris, MC. 


NB: Wherever I use the term ‘‘we,” it indicates that it was a 
statement or substantially a statement made to me by one or more 
of the five officers in conference with me when all were present.—C. D. 
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